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Introduction

This Supplementary Hearing Statement is submitted on behalf of the Pinkham Way Alliance (PWA
Pinkham Way Alliance is a community campaign group which came together in early 2011 when residents
living in the surrounding area of the Pinkham Way site became concerned about plans by the North London
Waste Authority (NLWA) to develop the site for a large scale MBT waste facility.
Since then, PWA has taken an active interest in and has participated in the preparation of the original
Submission version of the North London Waste Plan, the Haringey Local Plan: Strategic Policies document
and the Haringey Site Allocations DPD, having made representations to and appeared at the examinations
in public of all those plans.
PWA has approximately 3000 supporters
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1.

PWA comment on Boroughs response to Question 49

1.1

Material error in evidence base has come to light

1.2

It has become clear from reading the Boroughs’ Responses, in Question 49 para 49.2 iii) and iv)
and from closer examination of the London Industrial Land Supply & Economy Study 2015 (AECOM
Study) that the methodology used in the NLWP was not robust or justified.

1.3

Although preparation of the AECOM Study included a borough engagement exercise to ensure
that the information was correct1 the Study is contaminated by false information and fundamental
errors relating to the Pinkham Way site.

1.4

The Boroughs cited the AECOM Study in their preparation of the NLWP2 and presumably have
examined it thoroughly whilst doing so. Given that the Pinkham Way site has been controversial
and under close scrutiny by the Boroughs and the local community since the last iteration of the
NLWP, it is surprising that the errors were not quickly noticed by Haringey Council or picked up by
at least one of the other six North London boroughs involved in the NLWP.

1.5

As no reference has been made to these errors, they have presumably been carried into the Draft
London Plan process and the associated Land for Industry and Transport SPG. It would be helpful if
the Inspector could indicate how these errors might be corrected.

1.6

The AECOM Study was prepared for the GLA to inform industrial land policymaking in the review
of the Draft London Plan and associated Land for Industry and Transport SPG and has recently
been cited as a source in a 2017 GLA publication.3

1.7

Astonishingly the AECOM Study incorrectly records the planning designation of the Pinkham Way
site as LSIS4 and as Vacant Industrial Land.5 (Appendices 1 and 2 attached)

1.8

The Study defines vacant industrial land as sites which are either

1.9

1.8.1

(i) vacant and cleared and have land with derelict industrial buildings or

1.8.2

(ii) have vacant buildings capable of occupation

The Pinkham Way site does not fall within either definition of vacant industrial land. It is not
“vacant and cleared” and there are no buildings on it. During the Haringey Local Plan hearing in
2012 it was confirmed that Pinkham Way is not an established industrial site6. However, it now
appears that it is inserted in the AECOM Study as vacant industrial land, see below.

1

London Industrial Land Supply & Economy Study Appendices: pp6 Engagement with Boroughs
NLWP Sites and Areas Report January 2019 paragraphs 4.50 – 4.63
3 GLA Industrial Land Demand – a report by CAG Consultants in association with Colliers, Radmidus Consulting and Peter Brett Associates,
October 2017
4 MM4 Q49 PWA Appendix 1 London Industrial Land Supply & Economy Study Figure 2-2 Industrial Land in London by Designation pp29-30
5 MM4 Q49 PWA Appendix 2 London Industrial Land Supply & Economy Study Figure 2-7 Vacant Industrial Land and Land with vacant
buildings
6 2012 Inspector’s Report - Haringey Local Plan: the Inspector required an MM in the Plan to clarify the difference between LSIS and
Employment Land designations (MM 189 p33 (PINS/Y5420/429/4). (A senior Consultant from Atkins attended the Haringey Local Plan EiP
hearing on behalf of the Council and in reply to questions from the Inspector confirmed that it could not be considered established industrial
land.)
2
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1.10

Table 2-4 of the AECOM Study shows a figure of 11.3ha vacant industrial land in Haringey7. This
figure is carried into Table 5 of the NLWP Sites and Areas Report.8 We would ask the Inspector to
clarify whether it includes the Pinkham Way site. (see Appendix 3 attached)

1.11

Table 6 of the NLWP Sites and Areas Report9 shows Total Land in Industrial use in Haringey as
154.9ha, again carried over from the AECOM Study.10 (See Appendix 4 attached)

1.12

Table 7 of the NLWP Sites and Areas Report shows that the figure for vacant industrial land in
Haringey as a percentage of all core and wider uses (7.3%) to be the highest of the seven North
London boroughs. This figure has plainly been reached by dividing the vacant industrial land (in
which the AECOM Report incorrectly appears to include Pinkham Way) by the total industrial land
in use. We would ask the Inspector to clarify whether this is so.

1.13

Paragraph 4.63 of the NLWP Sites and Areas Report concludes that “the estimated 5ha of current
vacant industrial land in North London provides sufficient opportunity to meet waste management
needs in North London in the short term”. Could the Inspector please clarify whether this land
includes the Pinkham Way site/area.

1.14

Paragraph 8.25 of the NLWP distinguishes between industrial land and ‘high-performing (Band B)
sites/areas’. The AECOM report categorises Pinkham Way as industrial land. Could the Inspector
clarify which sites fall into the category of ‘high-performing (Band B) sites / areas’ and which fall
into the industrial land category?

1.15

The designation of the Pinkham Way site as SINC/Employment Land was confirmed in 2012 in the
Local Plan EiP following an unsuccessful attempt to change it to LSIS. We are concerned that there
appears to be a pattern of misrepresentation occurring around the designation of the site and a
determination to label it as suitable for industrial development. This is not the first time that its
designation has been misreported.

1.16

On 2nd February 2017, a Senior Haringey Planning Policy Officer gave false reassurance to the
NLWA that “… strategic policy continues to list the Pinkham Way site as a designated LSIS in
Strategic Policy SP8.” 11

1.17

On 20th February 2017, Haringey’s Assistant Director of Planning sent a second false reassurance,
misrepresenting not only the Council’s planning designation of the site but also the contents of the
SADPD Inspector’s decision letter. That memo included “…. Both the Inspector and the Council are
content that the site is needed for employment use to meet the identified employment needs. The
employment need is also confirmed through the site’s designation as an LSIS in Strategic Policy SP8
….”12
The Inspector’s report actually stated:
“… Pinkham Way is designated as a Local Employment Area: Employment Land in the SP. Although
the site was a former sewage works, it has been vacant for many years. There is no purpose to its
inclusion in the SADPD as development is not identified to come forward within the plan period

7

MM4 Q 49 Appendix 3 Table 2-4: Vacant Industrial Land in London AECOM Study 2015
NLWP Sites and Areas Report January 2019 paragraph 4.51 Table 5
9 NLWP Sites and Areas Report January 2019 paragraph 4.52 Table 6
10 MM4 Q 49 Appendix 4 Extract – GLA Land use categorisations - Vacant Industrial Land in London AECOM Study Appendices pp62 and 63
11 NLWP Representations Reg 19 Representor order August 2019 Appendix 2 [part 1]: LBH NLWA PW 02 Feb 2017 pp264
12 NLWP Representations Reg 19 Representor order August 2019 Appendix 2 [part 3]: LBH NLWA PW 20 Feb 2017 P266
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and it has no role within the SADPD to meet ASP objectives. The allocation is therefore
unnecessary and SAMM99 removes the designation from the SADPD. 13
1.18

There is an additional error in the Sites and Areas Report at paras 4.65 – 4.66 and Table 10. The
Pinkham Way site is included in Table 10 as a Site with Spatial Attributes A and B. It is not an
existing site and does not fall within the category of sites with Spatial Attribute A. We can produce
evidence to support this at the hearing.

1.19

Conclusion
There is now uncertainty on the face of the record as to the accurate planning designation/s for
the Pinkham Way site, and about the accuracy of the figures in the NLWP Sites and Areas Report
Tables. There is also doubt about whether the NLWP has been positively prepared, particularly
insofar as the inclusion of the Pinkham Way site is concerned. Unless corrected quickly, the
inaccuracy of the AECOM Study is likely to contaminate future industrial land policy making in
London. We would once again invite the Inspector to remove the Pinkham Way site from the
NLWP.

13

Inspector’s Report on the Examination of the Site Allocations Development Plan Document, para 75 pp18 PINS/Y5420/429/9,
PINS/Y5420/429/10, PINS/Y5420/429/11, PINS/Y5420/429/12
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Industrial Estate;
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